" THE  FUTURE   OF  AN  ILLUSION "
of many great men. Nevertheless, that objection is
all at sea. What a difference there is between Vol-
taire's passionate " Ecrasez Pinfame!" the trenchant,
rationalist phrases of the French Encyclopedists,
and the quiet, objective argumentation of Freud.
And where, in the literature of the Enlightenment,
do we find a study of the psychological source of
religious ideas ? Where do we find an analytical
explanation of them and an appreciation of the
human meaning behind them ?
Like the former objection, also the second is
voiced by people who are apparently completely in
agreement with Freud's religious views. And they
accept Freud's presentation, but immediately they
point to the metaphysical value of religion; they
claim that it contains transcendental truths in
symbolic form; that it expresses the Absolute.
This argument brings back through the window
what has already been thrown out of the front
door; for what here appears as a transcendental
absolute is nothing but disguised, emasculated, and
intellectualized religion, in its true form an object of
shame. Moreover, it is easy and convenient to make
statements about the transcendental because they
need no proof and by their very nature admit of
none. These objectors know everything about the
transcendental that has ever been known; that is,
nothing at all.
The last objection grants the logic of Freud's
reasoning but challenges his right to extend to the
collective psyche conclusions that have been derived
from individual analysis. Now, psycho-analysts
have often discussed this methodological question.
What precautions are necessary in translating the
results of individual research to the realm of folk
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